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ABSTRACT 
The state of Texas ranks number two in the nation for the highest volume of human 
trafficking, at an estimated 313,000 victims in the state. As awareness of this issue in 
both Texas and the United States increases, efforts to educate communities, advocate for 
new policies, and provide services to survivors are on the rise. One strategy utilized by 
organizations, agencies, and individuals across Texas serving survivors of human 
trafficking is the use of coalitions. Limited research addresses coalition sustainability 
within the context of issues outside healthcare initiatives facing communities, including 
human trafficking. Due to the limited research surrounding community coalitions and 
their sustainability, this research study aims to examine coalition sustainability factors in 
Texas human trafficking coalitions through the lens of the Community Coalition Action 
Theory. The present study is a cross-sectional, exploratory study of coalition 
sustainability in Texas based human trafficking coalitions. The Coalition Effectiveness 
Inventory is a diagnostic tool emailed to the points of contact for the 17 human 
trafficking coalitions in Texas to evaluate coalition effectiveness. Descriptive statistics 
for each of the five coalition sustainability factors (lead agency effectiveness, staff and 
leadership effectiveness, membership engagement effectiveness, formalized coalition 
structures, and formalized coalition sustainability) were utilized to develop composite 
scores. Utilizing single and multiple linear regressions, four factors were statistically 
significant when the other factors were not taken into account. While significant 
limitations are present within this study, particularly the small sample size, implications 
for Texas based human trafficking coalitions were provided to address areas in need of 
improvement to increase overall sustainability.   
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Human Trafficking in Texas 
 Under the Texas Penal Code, trafficking of persons is defined as the “[trafficking 
of] another person with the intent that the trafficked person engages in forced labor or 
services” through the use of “force, fraud, or coercion.” If the trafficked individual is a 
minor, the presence of “force, fraud, or coercion” is not required by the legal definition 
(Texas Penal Code, § 20A.02). The National Human Trafficking Hotline reported 8,759 
cases of human trafficking, including both sex and labor trafficking, nationally in 2017 
(Polaris, 2017). However, these are numbers that reflect reported cases. Human 
trafficking goes unnoticed or unreported every day. The state of Texas ranks number two 
in the nation for the highest volume of human trafficking, at an estimated 313,000 victims 
in the state (Busch-Armendariz et al., 2016). As awareness of this issue in both Texas and 
the United States increases, efforts to educate communities, advocate for new policies, 
and provide services to survivors are on the rise. One strategy utilized by organizations, 
agencies, and individuals across Texas serving survivors of human trafficking is the use 
of coalitions (Gerassi & Nichols, 2018).   
The utilization of the coalition strategy in addressing human trafficking poses 
several benefits in communities across Texas (Butterfoss, 2007; Roussos & Fawcett, 
2000). Community coalitions are beneficial in spreading awareness and exchanging 
knowledge and ideas between coalitions members and with the general community. 
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Through advocacy and the increase of awareness, not only is community concern for the 
issue increased, but the community is also empowered to address it themselves. There is  
an additional increase in power and influence when organizations advocate together, 
especially for policy change. Further benefits include increased communication, 
credibility, accountability, and trust between a diverse set of community organizations. 
By entering into collaborations, organizations also lessen the burden of costs and risks of 
service delivery. In turn, service delivery becomes more effective when there is less 
duplication of services and efforts trying to accomplish the same goals within the 
community. Ultimately, collaboration develops organizational synergy which creates an 
opportunity for powerful social change to occur (Butterfoss, 2007; Lasker, Weiss, & 
Miller, 2001; Roussos & Fawcett, 2000; Weiss, Anderson, & Lasker, 2002). 
Research Gap 
 Community coalitions, including anti-human trafficking coalitions, face a 
multitude of obstacles in their work and ability to remain sustainable. Key factors can 
hinder or promote coalition sustainability. When examining these factors, the literature 
primarily focuses on coalitions that target public health initiatives (Butterfoss, Goodman, 
& Wandersman, 1993; Butterfoss & Kegler, 2012; Feinberg, Greenberg, & Osgood, 
2004; Francisco, Paine, & Fawcett, 1993; Gomez, Greenberg, & Feinberg, 2005; Kegler, 
Rigler, & Honeycutt, 2010; Kegler & Swan, 2012; Kreuter, Lezin, & Young, 2000; 
Roussos & Fawcett, 2000; Weiss et al., 2002; Zakocs & Guckenburg, 2007). However, 
few, if any, address coalition sustainability within the context of other issues, like human 
trafficking facing communities. While coalition practices, particularly through the lens of 
the Community Coalition Action Theory, are similar, the context in which they operate 
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can alter the sustainability of the coalition (Butterfoss & Kegler, 2012; Kegler et al., 
2010; Kegler & Swan, 2012; Kreuter et al., 2000).  
Present Study 
Due to the limited research surrounding community coalitions and their 
sustainability, particularly within the context of anti-human trafficking efforts, this 
research study aims to examine coalition sustainability factors in Texas human trafficking 
coalitions through the lens of the Community Coalition Action Theory. The examination 
of these sustainability factors intended not only to inform future sustainability efforts of 
these coalitions, but also to increase continuity of care statewide for human trafficking 
survivors.  
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CHAPTER II 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
Literature Review Search Strategy 
The following literature review aims to examine past research on community 
coalitions and human trafficking coalitions. It additionally examines the theoretical 
frameworks and models of coalitions and coalition sustainability factors. In order to 
obtain articles for this literature review, peer-reviewed articles published in academic 
journals between the years of 1990 and 2018 were included. The ACU Brown Library 
Research Database, JSTOR, and the EBSCO search engines were utilized. The following 
search terms were used: “coalition engagement,” “coalition sustainability,” “coalition 
best practices,” “coalition” and “theoretical frameworks, “coalition evaluation,” 
“coalition measurements of sustainability,” “models of coalitions,” “community coalition 
action theory,” and “coalitions” and “human trafficking.” Alternative words for coalitions 
utilized within the search included: “alliances,” “community networks,” and “community 
coalitions.” 
Community Coalitions 
 Development of coalitions has escalated rapidly in the last thirty to forty years 
(Butterfoss & Kegler, 2012). Government agencies, community-based organizations, and 
concerned community members have developed coalitions across communities, cities, 
states, and the nation. The versatility of this strategy allows for coalitions to adapt to the 
specific community context and needs when addressing their identified issue. Through 
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community needs assessments, coalitions are able to identify and implement solutions, 
interventions, strategic plans, and policy changes. Through these efforts, coalitions aim to 
create social change in their communities (Butterfoss et al., 1993; Butterfoss & Kegler, 
2002). Efforts across the nation address a wide array of social issues from health 
initiatives (e.g., the prevention of smoking) to environmental issues (e.g., lead 
contamination) to even civic and faith-based initiatives (e.g., access to health insurance) 
(Butterfoss & Kegler, 2012; Francisco et al., 1993; Roussos & Fawcett, 2000). Coalitions 
are also utilized in diverse practice settings, including the prevention of human 
trafficking and service delivery to survivors.  
 Coalitions seek to create opportunities for clients and achieve mutual 
organizational goals through the collaboration of diverse sectors from the community, 
state, and national levels (Butterfoss & Kegler, 2012; Francisco et al., 1993; Granner, 
2004; Roussos & Fawcett, 2000; Wolff, 2001). Coalitions are holistic and comprehensive 
(Wolff, 2001). They seek to address social issues from multiple angles and perspectives 
through innovative solutions. Diversity within the organizations and members is 
celebrated and valued. As a result, they are flexible and responsive (Wolff, 2001). They 
are able to address community specific issues and adjust strategies based on how the 
community responds or newly identified community needs. By being a part of the 
community they are serving, coalitions are also able to build and enhance a greater sense 
of community, as well as enhance the engagement of the community in addressing the 
issue (Wolff, 2001). By doing this, the community is empowered to feel as though they 
are a valuable part of the solution. In fact, some even note that a lack of community 
involvement can jeopardize well thought-out interventions (Kreuter et al., 2000).  
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 Coalitions operate under several core values: networking, coordinating, 
cooperating, and collaborating (Himmelman, 2001). The first of these values is 
networking (Himmelman, 2001). Networking is defined as “exchanging information for 
mutual benefit” (Himmelman, 2001, p. 277). While networking is noted to take little time 
and minimal trust, it is an important tenant in the unification of sectors during the 
formulation of coalitions. Coordination, or the “exchanging [of] information for mutual 
benefit and altering activities for a common purpose” (Himmelman, 2001, p. 277), is also 
an important core value under which coalitions operate. This core value builds upon 
networking, requiring more time and developing deeper levels of trust in the 
relationships. Often times, coordination looks like establishing streamlined programs, 
services, or systems to address the identified community issue. Building upon this, 
coalitions operate under the core value of cooperation. As defined by Himmelman 
(2001), cooperation is the “exchanging [of] information, altering activities, and sharing 
resources for mutual benefit and a common purpose” (p. 277). Cooperation continues the 
trend with increased dedication to time, trust, and the sharing of resources between the 
coalition membership. Finally, collaboration furthers the effort of cooperation by also 
establishing “a willingness to enhance the capacity of another for mutual benefit and a 
common purpose” (Himmelman, 2001, p. 278). Building upon networking, coordination, 
and cooperation, collaboration requires significant input of time, highest levels of trust, 
and sharing between sectors. As seen, these core values are sequential, building upon the 
coalition efforts as deeper bonds and levels of trust are formed. 
 Of these core competencies, collaboration is the relationship that coalitions seek 
to achieve (Himmelman, 2001). Collaborations are developed when there is a perceived 
need and when goals cannot be achieved by an individual effort (Butterfoss & Kegler, 
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2012; Roussos & Fawcett, 2000). Moreover, organizations enter into collaboration when 
there are perceived benefits through mutual actions and goals (Butterfoss & Kegler, 
2012; Gray, 2000). When these conditions are met, collaborations or formal agreements 
are entered into to formulate joint structures, establish shared responsibilities and mutual 
goals, and integrate shared resources (Butterfoss & Kegler, 2012). In doing this, there is 
expansion in the availability of interventions throughout the community and a shift of 
responsibility from the federal initiatives to local governments and organizations (Wolff, 
2001). Not only this, coalitions are able to achieve more with fewer resources available to 
each individual organization, as well as increase civic engagement in addressing the 
community issue (Wolff, 2001). Collaboration requires mutual respect of the strengths of 
each organization entering into the partnership (Butterfoss & Kegler, 2012). This, in turn, 
moves organizations away from viewing each other as competitors to viewing them as 
teammates.   
Anti-Human Trafficking Coalitions  
 The anti-trafficking movement took off after the passing of the Trafficking 
Victims Protection Act of 2000 (Trafficking Victims Protection Act of 2000; Gerassi & 
Nichols, 2018). This federal policy sought to protect survivors of human trafficking, 
prosecute human traffickers, and prevent human trafficking in the future. After the 
passage of this landmark legislation, anti-trafficking efforts increased both public and 
political support. Funding, human trafficking specific organizations, and awareness 
campaigns spread across the nation and the state of Texas, eventually leading to the 
development of community coalitions.  
Anti-trafficking coalitions seek to educate, train, and advocate in the communities 
they serve (Gerassi & Nichols, 2018) through collaborations between multiple sectors to 
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increase identification of survivors and provide coordinated services to them. Key 
stakeholders in anti-trafficking coalitions include social service providers, law 
enforcement, and other community partners that provide services specific to human 
trafficking needs. This strategy provides a context-specific response to human trafficking.  
Despite the efforts of anti-trafficking coalitions, there are several critiques noted 
within the literature (Gerassi & Nichols, 2018; Musto, 2009). These critiques are 
primarily directed towards the ideals of the members of the coalition. Membership is 
often argued to shape the work of the coalitions. However, research has noted that the 
perception of coalition membership tends to be polarized and overgeneralized to 
conservative, religious, and anti-sex work or radical, feminist moral crusaders. On the 
other side of this argument, researchers argue that this is a limited perspective on anti-
trafficking coalitions (Gerassi & Nichols, 2018). Not only does this generalize and 
stereotype the membership of these coalitions, but it also does not address the diversity of 
organizations and members in actual practice. This also is ideologically based, not 
necessarily based in empirical research. 
Models of Coalitions 
 Coalitions are often categorized by form, function, or structure (Butterfoss & 
Kegler, 2012; Roussos & Fawcett, 2000). However, their structure is primarily modeled 
off of their membership or geographical locations. Community coalitions, like many anti-
trafficking coalitions, can often fall under both of these models. Within community 
coalitions, the membership is often comprised of professional organizations and agencies, 
as well as grassroots individuals advocating for change on an issue (Feighery & Rogers, 
1990). These groups and individuals are often bound by geographical location so that 
they may address the context-specific issue to their community (Butterfoss & Kegler, 
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2012; Roussos & Fawcett, 2000). Structuring the community coalition geographically 
allows for individuals with direct experience regarding the identified issue to actively 
engage in the decision making and problem-solving process. In addition to these two 
primary forms of models for community coalitions, there are also state coalitions 
(Butterfoss & Kegler, 2012). Most often, state coalitions are a primary source of funding 
for community coalitions. State coalitions are also most effective when they form 
partnerships and collaborations with community coalitions, and vice versa. 
Theoretical Framework of Coalition Sustainability 
Recent literature has examined coalition sustainability and the factors that 
promote this. Wong, Norris, and Solomon (2009) define coalition sustainability as a 
coalition’s ability to implement 
[effective] community changes [that] remain in place and continue to evolve to 
promote progress towards long-term health and equity goals. The relationships 
between people and organizations [are] created or reinforced by [the] initiatives 
drive for social action to improve health. [The] focus on sustaining the work and 
relationships is distinct from sustaining particular collaborative structures or other 
grant-funded entities per se. Core principles continue to be supported and 
advanced. (p. 2)   
Coalition practices have quickly outpaced the development of coalition theory over the 
last thirty to forty years (Butterfoss & Kegler, 2012). However, the Community Coalition 
Action Theory was developed to fill in the theoretical gap in this practice and provide an 
overarching framework for coalitions to operate under (Butterfoss & Kegler, 2012; 
Kegler et al., 2010; Kegler & Swan, 2012; Kreuter et al., 2000). This theoretical 
 10 
framework also provides a conceptualization of coalition sustainability and the its 
contributing factors.  
Theoretical Basis of the Community Coalition Action Theory 
 The Community Coalition Action Theory operates under several theoretical 
concepts. The first of these theoretical bases is community development. The utilization 
of the coalition strategy is a community-driven approach (Butterfoss & Kegler, 2012; 
Kegler et al., 2010; Kegler & Swan, 2012; Kreuter et al., 2000). Coalitions allow 
community members to have a voice in the changes developed. Not only this, community 
members have the capacity to address the issues their community is facing. This 
community-driven approach highly values community engagement, which is noted to be 
a key sustainability factor. Participation and empowerment are also theoretical bases of 
the Community Coalition Action Theory (Chaves, Minkler, Wallerstein, & Spencer, 
2010; Wendel et al., 2009). These concepts are key for community capacity for change. 
 Another key component in the theoretical bases of this coalition theory is 
interorganizational relationships (Butterfoss & Kegler, 2012; Kegler et al., 2010; Kegler 
& Swan, 2012; Kreuter et al., 2000). The relationships developed between community 
organizations and agencies are key in establishing collaborations and the development of 
coalitions. At the simplest of explanations, it is why organizations and agencies enter into 
partnerships. 
 The final theoretical basis of the Community Coalition Action Theory is social 
capital (Roussos & Fawcett, 2000). Social capital refers to the networks of relationships 
within a community that allow it function effectively (Putnam, 2000). Underneath the 
umbrella of social capital is bonding and bridging. Within the context of coalitions, 
bonding social capital addresses group cohesion, a sense of belonging, and a positive 
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climate within the coalition. Bridging social capital addresses the factors that contribute 
to the collaboration of organizations within the community and resources available.  
Stage Conceptualization of Coalition Sustainability   
The Community Coalition Action Theory has three primary stages that provide a 
useful conceptualization of the coalition sustainability process (Butterfoss & Kegler, 
2012). The first of these stages is the formation and implementation stage. It is critically 
important to spend sufficient time in this stage when building a coalition, as it builds a 
strong foundation for future coalition processes (Butterfoss, Lachance, & Orians, 2006). 
In this stage, a lead agency brings together other key organizations and community 
stakeholders to focus on an identified community issue. These key organization and 
community partnerships should be diverse in their sectors, clients, perspectives and 
views, services, and resources (Butterfoss & Kegler, 2012; Roussos & Fawcett, 2000). 
Organizations must also see that there is a benefit to forming these collaborations that 
outweigh the potential costs (Buterfoss & Kegler, 2012). After developing these 
community partnerships, the coalition then identifies leaders and staff that will manage 
coalition initiatives. Research notes that there is a correlation between leader competence 
and member satisfaction, benefits, and engagement, as well as a correlation with resource 
mobilization and program implementation (Florin, Mitchell, Stevenson, & Klein, 2000; 
Kegler et al., 2005). The primary initiatives carried out by these leaders and staff include 
developing the structure of coalition and standard operating procedures. This is key for 
effectiveness, engagement, positive environment, and access to and development of 
resources. It is noted that the more formalized a coalition is in their structure and standard 
operating procedures, the more likely they will be able implement routine strategies that 
can be sustained in the future (Butterfoss & Kegler, 2012). 
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 The next stage in the Community Coalition Action Theory is the maintenance 
stage. This stage seeks to achieve several key objectives. During maintenance, coalitions 
strive to sustain member involvement and engagement. Member engagement is defined 
as the “process by which members are empowered and develop a sense of belonging to 
the coalition” (Butterfoss & Kegler, 2012, p. 322). This key objective is evidenced by the 
level of commitment members have to the mission and goals of the coalition, the level of 
participation of members inside and outside coalition meetings and activities, and the 
level of member satisfaction overall with the coalition.  
In addition to member engagement, coalitions seek to establish collaborative 
synergy (Butterfoss & Kegler, 2012; Lasker et al., 2001; Weiss et al., 2002). 
Collaborative synergy is the “[combining of] the perspectives, resources, and skills of a 
group of individuals and organizations” (Butterfoss & Kegler, 2012, p. 323). Establishing 
positive collaborative synergy within a coalition allows for the effective planning, 
implementation, and assessment of innovative strategies and comprehensive interventions 
to address the identified community issue. Moreover, relationships with the community 
are also strengthened. Successful collaborative synergy is correlated with leadership 
effectiveness and partnership efficiency (Weiss et al., 2002). The success of coalitions in 
this stage is evidenced by the mobilization and pooling of resources through the 
utilization of diverse approaches and strategies to target the identified issue. Success is 
also evidenced by the achievement of short-term outcomes that will later lead to long-
term outcomes in the next stage. 
 The final stage in the Community Coalition Action Theory is the 
institutionalization stage (Butterfoss & Kegler, 2012). Within this stage, coalitions are 
able to produce desired long-term outcomes. Long-term outcomes include community 
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change, which includes “types of changes that create conditions for improvements in 
health, such as changes in policies, practices, and environment” (Kegler & Swan, 2012, 
p. 573). Additional long-term outcomes include the establishment of community 
capacity. Community capacity is the “characteristics of communities that explain their 
ability to engage in effective community problem solving” (Kegler & Swan, 2012, p. 
573). Other communities and coalitions may also begin adopting the coalition’s structure 
and intervention strategies within their own contexts. This is also the stage in which 
coalitions evaluate and decide if they will transition into long-term coalitions or if the 
coalition will be disbanded if the targeted issue is eliminated or the coalition is no longer 
needed (Butterfoss & Kegler, 2012).  
Coalition Sustainability Factors 
 Coalition sustainability is impacted by several key coalition characteristics and 
factors. The literature notes that these coalition characteristics fall under leadership, 
member engagement, communication, decision making, collaboration, community 
resources, formalized coalition processes and structures, and evidence-based 
interventions and evaluations.  
 Leadership characteristics. Strong and experienced leadership is the foundation 
of any coalition (Butterfoss & Kegler, 2012; Kegler & Swan, 2012; Roussos & Fawcett, 
2000). In fact, some argue that leadership and staffing are vital to coalition success 
(Butterfoss et al., 2006). Several factors influence the selection process of coalition 
leadership and staff. The most prominent factor identified for this selection process is the 
history of past collaborations, especially in the designation of the lead agency (Kegler et 
al., 2010). Staff who have served in similar roles in the past are most likely to be placed 
in a similar position within the new collaboration. Additional factors that influence the 
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selection process include community demographics, economic characteristics, and 
geography, especially in rural areas (Kegler et al., 2010).  
As highlighted in the literature, coalition sustainability is promoted by several 
leadership characteristics. Coalition leadership should possess qualities that foster 
effective communicating, negotiating, networking, collaborating, and facilitating amongst 
community stakeholders and coalition members (Butterfoss & Kegler, 2012; Kegler & 
Swan, 2012; Roussos & Fawcett, 2000). These are also skills that promote social capital 
within the coalition and within relationships with the community (Kegler & Swan, 2012). 
The lead agency and other leadership must be competent in coalition practices, as well as 
on the targeted community issue. Without developing social capital, a coalition cannot 
function effectively (Putnam, 2000; Roussos & Fawcett, 2000). It is further important for 
leadership to develop opportunities for coalition members to serve in multiple roles 
within the coalition, as well as opportunities to develop new skill sets (Kegler & Swan, 
2012; Florin et al., 2000). It is through these leadership characteristics that the 
governance of the coalition strengthens organizational capacity and coalition 
sustainability (Zakocs & Edwards, 2006; Zakocs & Guckenburg, 2007).  
 Member engagement. In addition to leadership, the Community Coalition Action 
Theory identifies member engagement as vital to coalition sustainability (Butterfoss & 
Kegler, 2012; Kegler & Swan, 2012). There are several levels of member engagement 
within a coalition. The first level of engagement is inactive members. Inactive members 
are stakeholders within the coalition who want to remain informed but do not attend 
coalition meetings and activities. Building upon this are less active members. These 
members lend their name to coalition efforts, promote coalition objectives, and provide 
connections and resources to the coalition. An additional level of member engagement is 
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shared engagement. These members are sent by an organization as a representative to 
coalition meetings, activities, and responsibilities. Representatives may change each time. 
Finally, at the highest level of member engagement is active members. Active members 
are involved in the work of the coalition and regularly attend coalition meetings and 
activities. 
As with coalition leadership, member engagement can be impacted by several 
factors (Kegler et al., 2010). One of the strongest factors influencing member 
engagement is the history of collaboration. Past collaborations include both between 
individual members of the coalition as well as between community organizations. 
Additional factors that can either limit or promote member engagement include the 
history, politics, and economics of the community; the norms and values of the 
community; and the geography of the community.  
 The greater the strength in which members consider the coalition to be 
functioning, the greater their perception is about their ability to sustain coalition efforts 
(Perkins et al., 2011). Moreover, early strong member collaboration and team functioning 
impacts the recruiting and integrating of new members and the retaining of current 
members later on. Member engagement is also strongly tied to the leadership of the 
coalition (Kegler & Swan, 2012). When members perceive the leadership and staff of the 
coalition as competent in coalition processes and in the targeted community issue, 
coalition member satisfaction is increased. As mentioned previously, the leadership and 
staff of the coalition is encouraged to develop opportunities for members to develop new 
skills and knowledge (Florin et al., 2000; Kegler & Swan, 2012). Opportunities for 
member growth in this area must be intentionally sought out, especially for larger 
community coalitions where opportunities for this can be limited by their size. It is 
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through the encouragement and retaining of member engagement that coalition 
sustainability is fostered (Zakocs & Edwards, 2006; Zakocs & Guckenburg, 2007).  
 Communication, decision making, and collaboration. Transparent 
communication and decision making are pertinent to the effective collaboration and 
functioning of a coalition (Kegler & Swan, 2012). The leadership is encouraged to 
cultivate an environment that supports the active participation of coalition members in the 
decision-making process. In order to do this, the leadership needs to establish a 
communication network and system that adequately informs coalition members of 
important decisions, resources, and coalition structures and processes. The ability to carry 
out communication initiatives further strengthens coalition sustainability efforts (Kegler 
et al., 2010).  
 Community resources. Deep organizational and community collaborations and 
coordinated efforts are necessary for long-term coalition sustainability (Butterfoss & 
Kegler, 2012). However, in order to formulate and maintain these collaborations, there 
must be community readiness (Feinberg et al., 2004). If the community is not adequately 
prepared and equipped to address the targeted issue, the internal functioning of the 
coalition may be impacted. The literature also highlights funding as a key community 
resource (Butterfoss & Kegler, 2012; Roussos & Fawcett, 2000). In order for coalitions to 
move into the institutionalization stage of the Community Coalition Action Theory, 
adequate and reliable funding is needed. However, the literature notes that funding is 
often misunderstood as the primary factor in coalition sustainability. Through the 
facilitation of group cohesion and the promotion of community collaborations to garner 
resources, a coalition is able to strengthen their long-term sustainability (Zakocs & 
Edwards, 2006; Zakocs & Guckenburg, 2007).  
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Formalized coalition structures and processes. The literature highly encourages 
coalitions to dedicate time to sustainability planning and strategy (Butterfoss & Kegler, 
2012; Feinberg, Bontempo, & Greenberg, 2008; Gomez et al., 2005; Johnson, Collins, & 
Wandersman, 2013). These formalized structures and processes guide the coalition in 
their work and provide the foundation for collaborations and community change. 
Formalized coalition structures and processes begin by formulating clear vision and 
mission statements (Butterfoss et al., 2006; Kreuter et al., 2000; Roussos & Fawcett, 
2000). Vision and mission statements provide a solid foundation for the coalition and 
guide them towards their targeted goals. This is also achieved through other structural 
tools, including bylaws and organizational charts. After the development of these 
coalition structures, action planning for the targeted community issue takes place 
(Roussos & Fawcett, 2000). Action planning consists of identifying system changes, 
garnering support for these proposed changes, and producing and implementing these 
changes. Finally, documentation and ongoing feedback is encouraged in formalized 
coalition structures and processes (Roussos & Fawcett, 2000). Documentation and 
ongoing feedback allow coalitions to document progress, celebrate accomplishments, 
identify barriers, and recognize the most effective efforts and activities. Through the 
establishment of formal governance procedures, coalition sustainability is increased 
(Zakocs & Edwards, 2006).  
 Evidence-based interventions and evaluations. Finally, the literature recognizes 
that evidence-based interventions are key to the sustainability of coalition efforts 
(Butterfoss & Kegler, 2012). Research notes that communities are most likely to sustain 
prevention planning and programming if coalition members are knowledgeable in the 
selection of evidence-based interventions (Gomez et al., 2005). Coalition members must 
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also be knowledgeable in the evaluation of evidence-based interventions. However, 
ensuring success of coalition efforts has proven to be a challenge (Florin et al., 2000). 
When examining coalitions as a whole, overall positive outcomes are weak. On the other 
hand, evidence for the successful efforts of individual coalitions is strong (Berkowitz, 
2001). Despite conflicting findings in the literature, empirical information is beneficial 
for coalitions to inform individuals of the processes and outcomes of coalition efforts 
(Francisco et al., 1993). Evidence-based interventions and evaluations increase coalition 
sustainability efforts (Butterfoss & Kegler, 2012).  
Barriers to Sustainable Coalitions  
 Coalitions face a multitude of barriers when the above coalition sustainability 
factors are unable to be met. Conflicting interests, views, and beliefs of the coalition 
members and leadership, as well as lack of recognition for accomplishments, can inhibit 
the coalition from achieving the mission, vision, and goals of the entire coalition 
(Butterfoss & Kegler, 2012; Gerassi & Nichols, 2018; Kadushin, Lindholm, Ryan, 
Brodsky, & Saxe, 2005; Kreuter et al., 2000). In addition to this, a lack of diversity in the 
sectors engaging the issue and an unwillingness of members to commit to long-term 
investments can impede coalition goals (Butterfoss & Kegler, 2012). Finally, time 
restrictions to address the community issue and lack of availability in resources will 
create barriers to achieving desired outcomes (Butterfoss & Kegler, 2012; Roussos & 
Fawcett, 2000).  
Conclusion of Literature Review 
 This literature review investigated coalition structures and processes within the 
context of the Community Coalition Action Theory suggested by Butterfoss and Kegler 
(2012). Through this theoretical framework, several key coalition sustainability factors 
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were identified: leadership, member engagement, communication, collaboration, decision 
making, community resources, formalized coalition structures and processes, and 
evidence-based interventions and evaluations. As noted in the literature, the sustainability 
of a coalition is greatly impeded when these coalition sustainability factors are 
inadequately met. The present study will focus specifically on five factors impacting 
coalition sustainability: lead agency, leadership and staff, membership, formalized 
coalition structures, and formalized coalition processes. While all factors identified in the 
literature impact coalition sustainability, these five factors were emphasized more 
heavily, especially in their usefulness for practice. Furthermore, the level of coalition 
sustainability is conceptualized through the Community Coalition Action Theory (see 
Figure 1) (Butterfoss & Kegler, 2012). The formation and implementation stage 
conceptualizes the lowest level of sustainability, followed by the maintenance stage. The 
institutionalization stage of the Community Coalition Action Theory (Butterfoss & 
Kegler, 2012) conceptualizes the highest level of coalition sustainability (see Figure 1).  
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Coalition Sustainability   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1.  Coalition Sustainability Factors Impact on Coalition Sustainability Examined 
Through the Community Coalition Action Theory (Butterfoss & Kegler, 2012) 
 
It is through this research model, that several hypotheses are established. These 
hypotheses include: 
• A higher level of efficacy of the lead agency will be associated with a higher 
level of coalition sustainability (Hypothesis 1).  
• A higher level of efficacy of the leadership and staff will be associated with a 
higher level of coalition sustainability (Hypothesis 2).  
• A higher level of member engagement will be associated with a higher level 
of coalition sustainability (Hypothesis 3). 
• A higher level of formalized coalition structures will be associated with a 
higher level of coalition sustainability (Hypothesis 4).  
• A higher level of formalized coalition processes will be associated with a 
higher level of coalition sustainability (Hypothesis 5). 
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CHAPTER III 
METHODOLOGY 
Research Design and Data Collection 
 The present study is a cross-sectional, exploratory study of coalition sustainability 
in Texas-based human trafficking coalitions. This research utilizes quantitative methods 
to examine the stage in which these coalitions present in through the lens of Community 
Coalition Action Theory. After obtaining an approval of the study from the Institutional 
Review Board of Abilene Christian University (see Appendix A), data was collected. 
Surveys were distributed to the points of contact for each of the human trafficking 
coalitions through an email containing a SurveyMonkey link. The points of contact then 
distributed these surveys to their individual coalition members. The present study had 
minimal level of research interference, as the researcher attempted to understand the 
sample’s perceived level of coalition sustainability without intervention.  
Sample 
 Within the state of Texas, there are presently 17 human trafficking coalitions that 
serve individuals in the Abilene, Amarillo, Austin, Bell County, Corpus Christi, Dallas 
Fort Worth, El Paso, Houston, Longview, Lubbock, Tyler, Rio Grande Valley/McAllen, 
San Antonio, and Waco areas. These coalitions are structured based on geographical 
location (Butterfoss & Kegler, 2012; Roussos & Fawcett, 2000). The survey was 
distributed to the points of contact of the coalitions through a SurveyMonkey link that 
was emailed to them. The points of contact then shared this link with their individual 
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coalition members who each had the opportunity to respond to the online Coalition 
Effectiveness Inventory (Coalitions Work, n.d.). Individuals met the criteria for the 
present study if they were a member of a human trafficking coalition in Texas and were 
18 years of age or older. Consent to participate in the present study was obtained prior to 
the individual completing the Coalition Effectiveness Inventory. 
Instruments 
 The Coalition Effectiveness Inventory is a diagnostic tool for coalitions to 
evaluate coalition effectiveness (Coalitions Work, n.d.). This diagnostic tool addressed 
key sustainability factors identified in the literature, including leadership characteristics, 
member engagement, communication, decision making, collaboration, community 
resources, formalized coalition structures and processes, and evidence-based 
interventions and evaluations. The Coalition Effectiveness Inventory has been utilized in 
several research studies (Butterfoss, 2006; Granner, 2004) and identified by several 
governmental organizations as a credible evaluation tool (Center for Disease Control and 
Prevention, 2008; U.S. Department of Agriculture, n.d.; U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services, n.d.).  
Coalition Sustainability 
 The level of sustainability of a coalition, the dependent variable in this study, was 
determined through the Community Coalition Action Theory (Butterfoss & Kegler, 
2012). The perceived level of coalition sustainability was determined by the stages of 
coalition development section of the Coalition Effectiveness Inventory (Coalitions Work, 
n.d.). Respondents identified in what stage they perceived their coalition to be. The 
lowest level of sustainability is formation, followed by implementation and maintenance. 
The highest level of sustainability is the institutionalization stage. 
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Factor Effectiveness 
The present study identified five factors that are hypothesized to have an 
association with coalition sustainability. In the utilization of the Coalition Effectiveness 
Inventory (Coalitions Work, n.d.), the perceived level of effectiveness for the measured 
coalition sustainability factor was determined through a Likert scale. A score of zero 
indicated that the characteristic was absent. A score of one indicated that the 
characteristic was present but limited. A score of two indicated that the characteristic was 
present. Additional options within the Likert scale included not applicable, indicating that 
the characteristic was not applicable at this stage of the coalition, and unknown, 
indicating that the respondent was not aware of this coalition characteristic.   
Lead agency effectiveness. One coalition sustainability factor identified in the 
literature was the effectiveness of the lead agency. It was hypothesized that higher levels 
of perceived effectiveness of the lead agency promoted higher levels of perceived 
coalition sustainability. Five statements within the coalition characteristics section of the 
Coalition Effectiveness Inventory (Coalitions Work, n.d.) evaluated the effectiveness of 
the coalition’s lead agency. Several of these statements included “knowledgeable about 
coalitions” and “experienced in collaboration.” The averages of these Likert scale scores 
were used to measure the perceived effectiveness of the lead agency. Average scores for 
the individual statements ranged from zero to two. An average score between zero and 
0.99 indicated that the effectiveness of the lead agency factor was mostly absent. An 
average score of one to 1.50 indicated that the factor was present but may be lacking. An 
average score of 1.51 to two indicated that the factor was present.  
Leadership and staff effectiveness. Another sustainability factor identified by 
the literature was the effectiveness of the leadership and staff. As previously stated, it was 
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hypothesized that higher levels of perceived effectiveness of the leadership and staff 
promoted higher levels of perceived coalition sustainability. A series of 21 statements 
within the coalition characteristics section of the Coalition Effectiveness Inventory 
(Coalitions Work, n.d.) evaluated the effectiveness of the coalition’s leadership and staff. 
Several of these statements in this section included “trains members as appropriate,” 
“communicates effectively with members,” and “promote equity and collaboration 
among members.” The averages of these Likert scale scores were used to measure the 
perceived effectiveness of the leadership and staff. Average scores for the individual 
statements can range from zero to two. An average score between zero and 0.99 indicated 
that the effectiveness of the lead agency factor was mostly absent. An average score of 
one to 1.50 indicated that the factor was present but may be lacking. An average score of 
1.51 to two indicated that the factor was present.  
Member engagement effectiveness. In addition to the lead agency and the 
leadership and staff, membership was a key coalition sustainability factor identified in the 
literature. It was hypothesized that higher levels of perceived effectiveness of the 
membership promote higher levels of perceived coalition sustainability. Ten statements 
within the coalition characteristics section of the Coalition Effectiveness Inventory 
(Coalitions Work, n.d.) evaluated the effectiveness of the coalition’s membership. Some 
statements in this section included “share coalition’s mission” and “communicate well 
with each other.” The averages of these Likert scale scores were used to measure the 
perceived effectiveness of the membership. Average scores for the individual statements 
can range from zero to two. An average score between zero and 0.99 indicated that the 
effectiveness of the lead agency factor was mostly absent. An average score of one to 
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1.50 indicated that the factor was present but may be lacking. An average score of 1.51 to 
two indicated that the factor was present.  
Formalized coalition structures effectiveness. Another coalition sustainability 
factor that was addressed in the literature and focused on in this present study is 
formalized coalition structures. It was hypothesized that formalized coalition structures 
promote higher levels of coalition sustainability. A series of nine statements within the 
coalition’s structures section of the Coalition Effectiveness Inventory (Coalitions Work, 
n.d.) evaluated the effectiveness of the coalition’s formalized coalition structures. Several 
examples of these statements included “mission statement in writing” and “organizational 
chart.” The averages of these Likert scale scores were used to measure the effectiveness 
of the formalized coalition structures within the coalition. Average scores for the 
individual statements can range from zero to two. An average score between zero and 
0.99 indicated that the effectiveness of the lead agency factor was mostly absent. An 
average score of one to 1.50 indicated that the factor was present but may be lacking. An 
average score of 1.51 to two indicated that the factor was present. 
Formalized coalition processes effectiveness. The final coalition sustainability 
factor that was addressed in the literature and focused on in this present study is 
formalized coalition processes. It was hypothesized that formalized coalition processes 
promote higher levels of coalition sustainability. A series of eight statements within the 
coalition processes section of the Coalition Effectiveness Inventory (Coalitions Work, 
n.d.) evaluated the effectiveness of the coalition’s formalized coalition processes. Several 
examples of these statements included “has mechanism to make decisions, e.g. voting” 
and “orients new members.” The averages of these Likert scale scores will be used to 
measure the effectiveness of the formalized coalition processes within the coalition. 
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Average scores for the individual statements can range from zero to two. An average 
score between zero and 0.99 indicated that the effectiveness of the lead agency factor was 
mostly absent. An average score of one to 1.50 indicated that the factor was present but 
may be lacking. An average score of 1.51 to two indicated that the factor was present.  
Analysis Plan 
 Quantitative results from the Coalition Effectiveness Inventory were analyzed 
through the SPSS statistical software. Descriptive statistics were utilized for all socio-
demographic characteristics of the sample and descriptive information about the variables 
included in the research model. A multiple linear regression was utilized to test the 
identified hypotheses that examined the effect of identified coalition sustainability factors 
on the level of coalition sustainability. Further discussions and conclusions were drawn 
from these statistical results. 
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CHAPTER IV 
FINDINGS 
Participants 
 There were a total of 42 respondents to the Coalition Effectiveness Inventory. Of 
these 42 respondents, there were 37 valid respondents that completed the survey 
adequately to be included in the data set. Table 1 outlines the demographic characteristics 
for the participants. The study participants were members of five different human 
trafficking coalitions within the state of Texas. The descriptive statistics showed that 
there were 29 female respondents (78.4%) and 8 male respondents (21.6%) who 
predominately identified as Non-Hispanic White (77.1%). Moreover, the largest age 
group represented in this sample were individuals between the ages of 45 to 54 (32.4%) 
and 55 to 64 (35.1%). Participants were primarily highly educated with 10 respondents 
having their bachelor’s degree (27.0%) and 20 respondents having their graduate degree 
(54.1%). Finally, the largest group of roles within the coalition represented by the sample 
were individual members (33.3%) and members representing an organization or agency 
(35.7%). Eight respondents (21.6%) have been members for less than a year, 17 
respondents (45.9%) have been members for 1-2 years, 7 respondents (18.9%) have been 
members for 3-4 years, and 5 respondents (13.5%) have been members for 5+ years.  
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Table 1 
Characteristics of the Sample (N=37) 
Variable Category or Range N   % 
Gender Female 29 78.4 
 Male 8 21.6 
Ethnicity Hispanic or Latino 6 17.1 
 Non-Hispanic White” 27 77.1 
 Multiracial 2 5.7 
Age 18-24 2 5.4 
 25-34 4 10.8 
 35-44 5 13.5 
 45-54 12 32.4 
 55-64 13 35.1 
 65+ 1 2.7 
Education High School Graduate 1 2.7 
 Some College Credit 5 13.5 
 Associate/Junior College 1 2.7 
 Bachelor’s 10 27.0 
 Graduate 20 54.1 
Role Individual Member 14 33.3 
 Representing Organization or Agency 15 35.7 
 Lead Organization 8 19.0 
 Task Force 4 9.5 
 Leadership 2 4.8 
 Other 3 7.1 
Membership Length Less than a year 8 21.6 
 1-2 years 17 45.9 
 3-4 years 7 18.9 
 5+ years 5 13.5 
 
 Table 2 outlines the demographic characteristics of the five coalitions represented 
in the sample. These five coalitions have predominantly been established for 1-2 years 
(37.8%). Furthermore, these coalitions predominantly had a membership size of less than 
100 (29.7%) or 100 to 200 (27.0%). It is important to note that eight respondents (21.6%) 
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were unaware of the number of years the coalition had been established and 12 
respondents (32.4%) were unaware of the total number of members within the coalition. 
Table 2 
Characteristics of the Coalitions (N=37) 
Variable Category or Range N   %  
Years Coalition Established 1-2 years 14 37.8 
 3-4 years 6 16.2 
 5+ years 9 24.3 
 Unknown 8 21.6 
Membership Total Less than 100 11 29.7 
 100-200 10 27.0 
 201-300 4 10.8 
 Unknown 12 32.4 
 
Major Composite Variables 
The majority of variables used in this study are measured by multiple indicators 
but not necessarily scales; therefore, they do not have the validity and reliability reported. 
The researcher decided to calculate a composite score of each measurement by 
aggregating similar indicators. According to Song and colleagues (2013), a composite 
variable is “made up of more than three indicators that are highly related to one another 
and include scales, single or global ratings, or categorical variables” (p. 45). They claim 
that using composite variables is a common practice for certain purposes such as 
“addressing multicollinearity for regression analysis, or organizing multiple highly 
correlated variables into more digestible or meaningful information” (p. 45). The answers 
to related questionnaires were categorized into a composite variable by taking the mean 
of all the scores. 
Each variable includes the answers three, indicating that the characteristic is not 
applicable at this stage of the coalition, and four, indicating that the respondent is not 
 30 
aware of this coalition characteristic, which are not valid for calculating the score of each 
measurement. The descriptive analysis for these missing values are presented because of 
the proportion of the members not knowing about the indicator is also useful information. 
Before calculating a composite score of each measurement by aggregating similar 
indicators, preliminary analyses through a series of reliability analyses were performed to 
check the internal consistency of each scale. The internal consistency indicates the extent 
to which all the items or indicators measure the same construct and the inter-relatedness 
of the items with each other (Tavakol, & Dennick, 2011). Cronbach’s alpha is a widely 
used tool for assessing the internal consistency of a scale. This value refers to "the extent 
that correlations among items in a domain vary where there is some error connected with 
the average correlation found in any particular sampling of items" (Nunnally, 1978, p. 
206). Nunnally (1978) argued that an alpha level of equal or higher than .70 is to be 
considered indicative of minimally adequate internal consistency. Although there are 
different reports about the acceptable values, this value is widely used for a cut-off value. 
The following sections provides information on each scale and its calculated Cronbach’s 
alpha. 
Lead Agency 
As noted in Table 3, a subscale (method) of lead agency effectiveness exhibited 
moderate internal consistency (Cronbach’s α=.599) for 19 cases that had valid data for all 
five items. Because this measurement is not necessarily a scale, for which the internal 
consistency is expected, the valid scores (0-2) of the five items are averaged to generate a 
composite value to measure overall lead agency effectiveness (Mean=1.85, SD=.24). In 
addition, mean scores and standard deviations are included for each of the items 
comprising the lead agency effectiveness. These statements were rated by respondents 
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with a Likert-type scale with a score of zero indicating that the characteristic is absent, a 
score of one indicating the characteristic is present but limited, a score of two indicating 
the characteristic is present, a score of three indicating the characteristic is not applicable 
at this stage of the coalition, and a score of four indicating that the respondent is not 
aware of this coalition characteristic.  
  Each of the five items presented with high means, ranging from 1.56 to 1.94. 
These means fall closer towards a score of two, indicating the characteristic is present 
within the sample. However, several of the statements also had high reported frequencies 
for scores of three and four. These answers were treated as missing to prevent this value 
from being used to calculate the mean. Ten respondents (27%) reported that they are 
unaware of the lead agency’s commitment of personal and financial resources to the 
coalition. Similarly, ten respondents (27%) reported that they are unaware of the lead 
agency replacing agency representatives if a vacancy occurs.  
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Table 3 
Descriptive Statistics of Lead Agency Effectiveness (N= 36) 
Indicator  Range  
or Category  
Mean  
or N 
SD  
or % 
Decision-makers are committed to and 
supportive of coalition.  
0-2 1.91 0.37 
3 1 2.4 
4 1 2.4 
Commits personnel and financial resources 
to coalition. 
0-2 1.56 0.71 
3 2 5.4 
4 10 27.0 
Knowledgeable about coalitions. 0-2 1.86 0.36 
 3 1 2.7 
 4 1 2.7 
Experienced in collaboration. 0-2 1.94 0.24 
 3 1 2.7 
 4 1 2.7 
Replaces agency representative if vacancy 
occurs. 
0-2 1.88 0.34 
3 3 8.1 
4 10 27.0 
Lead Agency Overall (Cronbach’s α=.599)  1.85 .24 
 
Staff and Leadership  
As noted in Table 4, a subscale (method) of staff and leadership effectiveness 
exhibited high internal consistency (Cronbach’s α=.883). The scores of the 21 items were 
averaged to generate a composite value to measure overall leadership and staff 
effectiveness (Mean=1.84, SD=.19). In addition, mean scores and standard deviations are 
included for each of the items comprising the lead agency effectiveness. Table 4 
examines 21 characteristic statements describing the leadership and staff of the coalition. 
These statements were rated by respondents with a Likert-type scale with a score of zero 
indicating that the characteristic is absent, a score of one indicating the characteristic is 
present but limited, a score of two indicating the characteristic is present, a score of three 
indicating the characteristic is not applicable at this stage of the coalition, and a score of 
four indicating that the respondent is not aware of this coalition characteristic.  
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Each of the 21 items indicated high means, ranging from 1.66 to 1.97. These 
means fall closer towards a score of two, indicating that these characteristics are present 
within the sample. However, several of the items also reported high frequencies of scores 
three and four. Six respondents (16.2%) reported being unaware of the staff and 
leadership’s knowledge about coalition building processes. Furthermore, nine 
respondents (24.3%) indicated that they are unaware of the staff and leadership’s 
qualified skills in writing proposals and obtaining funding and resources and staff and 
leadership’s competency in negotiating, solving problems, and resolving conflicts. Eight 
individuals (21.6%) also reported being unaware of the staff and leadership’s competency 
in needs assessment and research and staff and leadership’s ability to appropriately 
devote time to the coalition. Finally, seven respondents (18.9%) indicated that they are 
unaware of the staff and leadership’s attentiveness to individual member concerns.  
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Table 4 
Descriptive Statistics of Staff and Leadership Effectiveness (N=37)  
Indicator  Range  
or Category  
Mean  
or N 
SD  
or % 
Knowledgeable about coalition-building process. 0-2 1.90 0.30 
3 0 0.0 
4 6 16.2 
Skillful in writing proposals and obtaining 
funding/resources. 
0-2 1.81 0.40 
3 1 2.7 
4 9 24.3 
Trains members as appropriate. 0-2 1.68 0.54 
 3 1 2.7 
 4 5 13.5 
Competent in needs assessment and research. 0-2 1.75 0.44 
 3 1 2.7 
 4 8 21.6 
Encourages collaboration and negotiation. 
 
0-2 1.89 0.40 
3 0 0.0 
4 2 5.4 
Communicates effectively with members. 0-2 1.86 0.42 
 3 0 0.0 
 4 1 2.7 
Committed to coalition's mission. 
 
0-2 1.97 0.16 
3 0 0.0 
4 0 0.0 
Provide leadership and guidance in maintaining 
coalition. 
 
0-2 1.86 0.36 
3 0 0.0 
4 2 5.4 
Have appropriate time to devote to coalition. 0-2 1.76 0.44 
 3 0 0.0 
 4 8 21.6 
Plan effectively and efficiently. 0-2 1.83 0.38 
 3 0 0.0 
 4 1 2.7 
Knowledgeable about content area. 0-2 1.86 0.35 
 3 0 0.0 
 4 0 0.0 
Flexible in accepting different viewpoints. 
 
0-2 1.91 0.29 
 3 0 0.0 
 4 3 8.1 
 35 
Promote equity and collaboration among 
members. 
0-2 1.88 0.33 
 3 0 0.0 
 4 2 5.4 
Adept in organizational and communication skills. 0-2 1.89 0.31 
 3 0 0.0 
 4 0 0.0 
Work within influential political and community 
networks. 
 
0-2 1.82 0.39 
 3 0 0.0 
 4 4 10.8 
Competent in negotiating, solving problems, and 
resolving conflicts. 
 
0-2 1.89 0.31 
 3 0 0.0 
 4 9 24.3 
Attentive to individual member concerns. 0-2 1.77 0.43 
 3 0 0.0 
 4 7 18.9 
Effective in managing meetings. 0-2 1.89 0.32 
 3 0 0.0 
 4 1 2.7 
Adept in garnering resources.  
 
0-2 1.66 0.48 
 3 0 0.0 
 4 4 10.8 
Value members' input. 0-2 1.91 0.28 
 3 0 0.0 
 4 2 5.4 
Recognize members for their contributions. 
 
0-2 1.94 0.25 
 3 0 0.0 
 4 5 13.5 
Leadership and Staff Overall (Cronbach’s α=.883)  1.84 0.19 
 
Membership Engagement 
As noted in Table 5, a subscale (method) of membership engagement effectiveness 
exhibited high internal consistency (Cronbach’s α=.892). The scores of the 10 items were 
averaged to generate a composite value to measure overall membership engagement 
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effectiveness (Mean=1.69, SD=.37). In addition, mean scores and standard deviations are 
included for each of the items comprising the lead agency effectiveness. These statements 
were rated by respondents with a Likert-type scale with a score of zero indicating that the 
characteristic is absent, a score of one indicating the characteristic is present but limited, a 
score of two indicating the characteristic is present, a score of three indicating the 
characteristic is not applicable at this stage of the coalition, and a score of four indicating 
that the respondent is not aware of this coalition characteristic.  
Of the 10 items, seven have high mean scores, ranging from 1.50 to 1.92. These 
means fall closer towards a score of two, indicating that the characteristic is present. 
However, three of the items had lower means, ranging from 1.31 to 1.45. These means fall 
closer to a score of one, indicating that the characteristic is present within the sample, but 
may be lacking. In addition, several of the statements have high frequencies of a score of 
four, indicating that respondents are unaware of this coalition characteristic. Five 
respondents (13.5%) reported that they are unaware of the membership’s ability to assume 
lead responsibility for tasks and share workloads. Finally, seven respondents (18.9%) 
indicated that they are unaware of the membership’s capacity to actively plan, implement, 
and evaluate activities. 
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Table 5 
Descriptive Statistics of Membership Engagement Effectiveness (N= 37) 
Indicator  Range  
or Category  
Mean  
or N 
SD  
or % 
Share coalition’s mission.  0-2 1.86 0.35 
3 0 0.0 
4 0 0.0 
Offer variety of resources and skills. 0-2 1.92 0.28 
 3 0 0.0 
 4 1 2.7 
Clearly understand their roles. 0-2 1.50 0.56 
 3 0 0.0 
 4 3 8.1 
Actively plan, implement, and evaluate 
activities. 
0-2 1.45 0.69 
 3 1 2.7 
 4 7 18.9 
Assume lead responsibility for tasks. 0-2 1.31 0.69 
 3 0 0.0 
 4 5 13.5 
Share workload. 0-2 1.38 0.66 
 3 0 0.0 
 4 5 13.5 
Regularly participate in meetings and 
activities. 
0-2 1.81 0.40 
 3 0 0.0 
 4 1 2.7 
Communicate well with each other. 0-2 1.74 0.45 
 3 0 0.0 
 4 3 8.1 
Feel a sense of accomplishment. 0-2 1.76 0.50 
 3 0 0.0 
 4 4 10.8 
Seek out training opportunities. 0-2 1.80 0.47 
 3 0 0.0 
 4 2 5.4 
Membership Engagement Overall 
(Cronbach’s α=.892) 
 1.69 .37 
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Formalized Coalition Structures 
As noted in Table 6, a subscale (method) of formalized coalition structures 
effectiveness exhibited high internal consistency (Cronbach’s α=.893). The scores of the 
nine items were averaged to generate a composite value to measure overall formalized 
coalition structures effectiveness (Mean=1.66, SD=.41). In addition, mean scores and 
standard deviations are included for each of the items comprising the lead agency 
effectiveness. These statements were rated by respondents with a Likert-type scale with a 
score of zero indicating that the characteristic is absent, a score of one indicating the 
characteristic is present but limited, a score of two indicating the characteristic is present, 
a score of three indicating the characteristic is not applicable at this stage of the coalition, 
and a score of four indicating that the respondent is not aware of this coalition 
characteristic.  
Five out of the nine items addressing formalized coalition structures presented 
with higher means, ranging from 1.57 to 1.89. These means fall closer to a score of two, 
indicating that the characteristic is present within the sample of coalitions. However, the 
additional four other items presented with lower means, ranging from 1.14 to 1.48. These 
means fall closer to a score of one, which indicates that the characteristic is present, but 
may be limited. In addition to these means, there are also high frequencies of respondents 
being unaware of the coalition characteristic. Nine respondents (24.3%) reported that 
they are unaware of the formalized coalition structures in place for the mission statement 
in writing, the goals and objectives in writing, and the core planning groups. 
Furthermore, 11 respondents (29.7%) are unaware of any subcommittees or task forces 
within the coalition. Finally, 15 respondents (40.5%) reported being unaware of the 
bylaws and rules of operation, 16 respondents (43.2%) reported being unaware of the 
 39 
coalition’s organizational chart, and 19 respondents (51.4%) reported being unware of 
written job descriptions.   
Table 6 
Descriptive Statistics of Formalized Coalition Structures Effectiveness (N=37)  
Indicator  Range  
or Category  
Mean  
or N 
SD  
or % 
Bylaws/rules of operation. 0-2 1.40 0.68 
 3 2 5.4 
 4 15 40.5 
Mission statement in writing. 0-2 1.68 0.55 
 3 0 0.0 
 4 9 24.3 
Goals and objectives in writing. 0-2 1.57 0.63 
 3 0 0.0 
 4 9 24.3 
Provides for regular, structured meetings. 0-2 1.89 0.31 
 3 0 0.0 
 4 0 0.0 
Establishes effective communication 
mechanisms. 
0-2 1.89 0.31 
3 0 0.0 
4 0 0.0 
Organizational chart. 0-2 1.14 0.79 
 3 0 0.0 
 4 16 43.2 
Written job descriptions. 0-2 1.22 0.88 
 3 0 0.0 
 4 19 51.4 
Core planning group (e.g. steering committee). 0-2 1.67 0.55 
 3 1 2.7 
 4 9 24.3 
Subcommittees/task forces. 0-2 1.48 0.65 
 3 1 2.7 
 4 11 29.7 
Formalized Coalition Structures Overall 
(Cronbach’s α=.893) 
 1.66 0.41 
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Formalized Coalition Processes 
As noted in Table 7, a subscale (method) of formalized coalition processes 
effectiveness exhibited high internal consistency (Cronbach’s α=.958). The scores of the 
eight items were averaged to generate a composite value to measure overall formalized 
coalition processes effectiveness (Mean=1.53, SD=.54). In addition, mean scores and 
standard deviations are included for each of the items comprising the lead agency 
effectiveness. These statements were rated by respondents with a Likert-type scale with a 
score of zero indicating that the characteristic is absent, a score of one indicating the 
characteristic is present but limited, a score of two indicating the characteristic is present, 
a score of three indicating the characteristic is not applicable at this stage of the coalition, 
and a score of four indicating that the respondent is not aware of this coalition 
characteristic.  
Four out of the eight items examining formalized coalition processes presented 
with higher means, ranging from 1.52 to 1.70. These higher means fall closer towards a 
score of two, which indicated that the characteristic is present. The additional four other 
items presented with lower means, ranging from 1.22 to 1.48. These means fall closer to 
a score of one. This indicates that the characteristic is present within the coalition but 
may be lacking in some ways. In addition to these means, each of the eight items report 
high frequencies of respondents being unaware of the coalition characteristic for their 
coalition. While eight respondents (21.6%) reported being unaware of the coalition 
processes for regularly training old and new members, 18 respondents (48.6%) also 
reported being unaware of the processes to assure that coalition members complete 
assignments in a timely manner.  
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Table 7 
Descriptive Statistics of Formalized Coalition Processes Effectiveness (N=37) 
Indicator  Range  
or Category  
Mean  
or N 
SD  
or % 
Has mechanism to make decisions, e.g. voting. 0-2 1.56 0.58 
 3 0 0.0 
 4 10 27.0 
Has mechanism to solve problems and resolve 
conflicts. 
0-2 1.48 0.68 
3 2 5.4 
4 14 37.8 
Allocates resources fairly. 0-2 1.70 0.56 
 3 2 5.4 
 4 12 32.4 
Employs process and impact evaluation 
methods. 
0-2 1.52 0.68 
3 2 5.4 
4 14 37.8 
Conducts annual action planning session. 0-2 1.43 0.73 
 3 2 5.4 
 4 12 32.4 
Assures that members complete assignments in 
timely manner. 
 
0-2 1.47 0.72 
3 2 5.4 
4 18 48.6 
Orients new members.  
 
0-2 1.22 0.74 
3 0 0.0 
4 13 35.1 
Regularly trains new and old members. 0-2 1.55 0.63 
 3 0 0.0 
 4 8 21.6 
Formalized Coalition Processes Overall 
(Cronbach’s α=.958) 
 1.53 0.54 
 
Coalition Developmental Stage 
 Formation. As noted in Table 8, a subscale (method) of the formation 
developmental stage exhibited high internal consistency (Cronbach’s α=.718) for 21 valid 
cases. In the examination of this coalition developmental stage, respondents reported 
higher means for each of the four items. These means ranged from 1.70 to 1.86. Higher 
means closer to a score of two indicate that the coalition characteristics are present within 
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the sample of coalitions. However, several of the statements indicated that some 
respondents are unware of the coalition characteristic. Six respondents (14.3%) indicated 
that they are unaware of the coalition designating permanent staff and the coalition 
having structures in place. 
Table 8 
Descriptive Statistics of Coalition Developmental Stage Formation (N= 37) 
Indicator  Range  
or Category  
Mean  
or N 
SD  
or % 
Permanent staff designated. 0-2 1.75 0.52 
 3 0 0 
 4 6 14.3 
Broad-based membership includes community 
leaders, professionals, and grass-roots 
organizers representing target population.  
0-2 1.86 0.35 
3 0 0 
4 1 2.4 
Designated office and meeting space. 0-2 1.81 0.40 
 3 1 2.4 
 4 4 9.5 
Coalition structures in place. 0-2 1.70 0.47 
 3 0 0 
 4 6 14.3 
Formation Stage Overall (Cronbach’s α=.718)  1.78 0.34 
 
 Implementation. As noted in Table 9, a subscale (method) of the implementation 
developmental stage exhibited high internal consistency (Cronbach’s α=.903). In the 
examination of this coalition developmental stage, respondents reported a higher means 
for two of the items (1.54, 1.76). Higher means closer to a score of two indicate that the 
coalition characteristic is present within the sample of coalitions. However, the additional 
two items reported lower means (1.42). Lower means closer to a score of one indicate 
that the characteristic is present, but limited. In addition, three statements indicated that 
some respondents are unware of the coalition characteristic. 11 respondents (26.2%) 
indicated that they are unaware of the coalition conducting a needs assessment, 
implementing strategic plans, and implementing strategies as planned.  
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Table 9 
Descriptive Statistics of Coalition Developmental Stage Implementation (N=37) 
Indicator  Range  
or Category  
Mean  
or N 
SD  
or % 
Coalition processes in place. 0-2 1.76 0.44 
3 0 0 
4 4 9.5 
Needs assessment conducted.  0-2 1.42 0.76 
3 0 0 
4 11 26.2 
Strategic plan for implementation developed. 0-2 1.42 0.70 
 3 0 0 
 4 11 26.2 
Strategies implemented as planned. 0-2 1.54 0.65 
 3 0 0 
 4 11 26.2 
Implementation Stage Overall (Cronbach’s 
α=.903) 
 1.59 0.56 
 
 Maintenance. As noted in Table 10, a subscale (method) of the maintenance 
developmental stage exhibited high internal consistency (Cronbach’s α=.874). In the 
examination of this coalition developmental stage, respondents reported higher means for 
six out of the seven items. These means ranged from 1.69 to 1.96. Higher means closer to 
a score of two indicate that the coalition characteristics are present within the sample of 
coalitions. The last item indicates a lower mean (1.45) closer to a score of one, which 
indicates that the characteristic is present, but may be limited. Moreover, several of the 
statements indicated that some respondents are unware of the coalition characteristic. 
Nine respondents (21.4%) indicated that they are unaware of the number of members 
within the coalition have been maintained or increased and that the membership benefits 
outweigh the costs. 10 respondents (23.8%) also indicated that they are unaware of the 
strategies being revised as necessary. Finally, 15 respondents (35.7%) reported that they 
are unaware of the coalition obtaining financial and material resources.  
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Table 10 
Descriptive Statistics of Coalition Developmental Stage Maintenance (N= 37) 
Indicator  Range  
or Category  
Mean  
or N 
SD  
or % 
Strategies revised as necessary. 0-2 1.69 0.47 
 3 1 2.4 
 4 10 23.8 
Financial and material resources secured. 0-2 1.45 0.69 
 3 2 4.8 
 4 15 35.7 
Coalition broadly recognized as authority on 
issues it addresses 
0-2 1.82 0.39 
3 1 2.4 
4 2 4.8 
Number of members maintained or increased. 0-2 1.93 0.26 
 3 0 0 
 4 9 21.4 
Membership benefits outweigh costs. 0-2 1.96 0.21 
 3 5 11.9 
 4 9 21.4 
Coalition accessible to community. 0-2 1.85 0.36 
 3 0 0 
 4 3 7.1 
Accomplishments shared with members and 
community. 
0-2 1.71 0.46 
 3 0 0 
 4 2 4.8 
Maintenance Stage Overall (Cronbach’s 
α=.874) 
 1.78 0.32 
 
 Institutionalization. As noted in Table 11, a subscale (method) of the 
institutionalization developmental stage exhibited high internal consistency (Cronbach’s 
α=.845). In the examination of this coalition developmental stage, respondents reported 
higher means for four items out of the six items. These means ranged from 1.69 to 1.84. 
Higher means closer to a score of two indicate that the coalition characteristics are 
present within the sample of coalitions. The other two items examining the 
institutionalization stage reported lower means (1.31, 1.48). Means closer to a score of 
one indicate that the characteristic is present, but may be limited. Several of the 
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statements also indicated that some respondents are unware of the coalition characteristic. 
Seven respondents (16.7%) indicated that they are unaware of the coalition obtaining 
access to power within legislative and executive branches of agencies/government. 
Moreover, 13 respondents (31.0%) indicated that they are unaware of the coalition’s 
mission being refined to encompass other issues and populations. Finally, 20 respondents 
(54.1%) reported being unaware of long-term funding being obtained. 
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Table 11 
Descriptive Statistics of Coalition Developmental Stage Institutionalization (N= 37) 
Indicator  Range  
or Category  
Mean  
or N 
SD  
or % 
Coalition included in other collaborative efforts. 0-2 1.79 0.42 
3 0 0 
 4 4 9.5 
Sphere of influence includes state and private 
agencies and governing bodies.  
0-2 1.84 0.37 
3 0 0 
4 0 0 
Coalition has access to power within legislative 
and executive branches of agencies/government.  
0-2 1.69 0.66 
3 1 2.4 
4 7 16.7 
Activities incorporated within other 
agencies/institutions. 
 
0-2 1.69 0.59 
3 1 2.4 
4 4 9.5 
Long term funding obtained. 0-2 1.31 0.85 
 3 4 9.5 
 4 20 54.1 
Mission is refined to encompass other 
issues/populations. 
0-2 1.48 0.79 
3 1 2.4 
4 13 31.0 
Institutionalization Stage Overall (Cronbach’s 
α=.845) 
 1.67 0.50 
 
Perceived Stage of Coalition Development 
Table 12 examines the respondents’ perceived stage of coalition development. 
Respondents could identify their coalition within the formation stage (1), implementation 
stage (2), maintenance stage (3), or institutionalization stage (4). Of the 37 respondents, 
10.8% identified their coalition in the formation stage, 48.6% identified their coalition in 
the implementation stage, 35.1% identified their coalition in the maintenance stage, and 
5.4% identified their coalition in the institutionalization stage. 
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Table 12 
Descriptive Statistics of Perceived Stage of Coalition Development (N=37) 
Category or Range N   %  
1 Formation 4 10.8 
2 Implementation 18 48.6 
3 Maintenance 13 35.1 
4 Institutionalization 2 5.4 
 
Hypothesis Testing 
A multiple linear regression analysis was performed to test the following 
hypotheses:  
• A higher level of efficacy of the lead agency will be associated with a higher 
level of coalition sustainability (Hypothesis 1).  
• A higher level of efficacy of the leadership and staff will be associated with a 
higher level of coalition sustainability (Hypothesis 2).  
• A higher level of member engagement will be associated with a higher level 
of coalition sustainability (Hypothesis 3). 
• A higher level of formalized coalition structures will be associated with a 
higher level of coalition sustainability (Hypothesis 4).  
• A higher level of formalized coalition processes will be associated with a 
higher level of coalition sustainability (Hypothesis 5). 
Prior to the multiple linear regression analysis, assumptions for testing a 
regression model were considered using Field’s recommendation (2013). 
Multicollinearity problems (i.e., a high correlation between factors) were examined using 
the tolerance value for predictors (less than 0.2) or variance inflation factor (VIF) (10 or 
above). Since the regression model that includes factors did not reveal any 
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multicollinearity, all factors were included in the regression model. In addition, 
assumptions of normality of errors and linear regression were investigated. The 
examination of residual plots is considered a preferable method of detection for the 
assumptions for linear regression including linearity and homoscedasticity (Field, 2013).  
Table 13 presents the results of a regression model that includes organizational 
factors. In this table, bivariate correlations among predictors are included in the revised 
regression model. This model significantly statistically explained the variance of the 
outcome variable (Perceived Coalition Stage). The results indicate that the overall 
regression model was statistically significant (R2 = 0.186, F = .848, p < .559) explaining 
the variance in coalition sustainability by 18.6%. In this model, no factors were 
statistically significant.  
Table 13 
Multiple Linear Regression (MLR) Model of Perceived Coalition Stage (N=34) 
Category Factor beta t 
Demographic Age .131 .672  
Education .430 1.404 
Organization factor  Lead Agency -.345 -1.175  
Staff Leadership -.257 -.860  
Membership .084 .276  
Coalition Structure .131 .672 
  R2=.186 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
The reason for not supporting the hypotheses could be attributed to the small 
effective sample size (N=34). Considering a rule of thumb provided by Harrell (2015), 
you should have at least 10 data per factor. Even bi-variate associations between each 
factor and this outcome were not significant. An examination of descriptive analyses 
showed that participants scored the institutionalization (i.e., mean of the overall score 
was 1.67 and 57% answered with the value of 2 for six related questions). However, their 
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perceived stage of coalition was a lower developmental stage (M=2.35); 49% perceived 
their coalition to be in the “implementation” stage with the value of 2). The researcher 
has decided to replace the original outcome variable (perceived coalition stage) with a 
new outcome variable (the sum score of answers to the institutionalization stage 
indicators), considering this could be a better alternative to measure the coalition stage. 
The hypotheses one through five were tested by including the associations between the 
hypothesized factors and the new outcome (the sum score of institutionalization related 
questions) in regression models. The residual plot for this new regression model is 
presented in Figure 2, indicating the assumptions were considered met.  
Figure 2. Residual Plot. 
Table 14 presents the results of a regression model that includes organizational 
factors for both single and multiple linear regressions. In this table, bivariate correlations 
among predictors are included in the revised regression model. This model significantly 
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explained the variance of the outcome variable coalition sustainability. The results 
indicate that the overall regression model was statistically significant (R2=0.186, F=.848, 
P<.559) explaining the variance in coalition sustainability by 18.6%. In this model, no 
factors were statistically significant.  
Since a reason for not supporting the hypotheses could be attributed to the small 
effective sample size, the results SLRs is presented. Out of seven factors, four were 
statistically significant when the other factors were not taken into account. The factor that 
had the strongest association with the outcome was “Coalition Processes,” (beta=.383, 
T=2.281, P=.023). The “Lead Agency” factor also had a strong association (beta=.364, 
T=2.279, P=.029). Furthermore, the “Staff and Leadership” (beta=.335, T=2.106, 
P=.042) and the “Coalition Structure” (beta=.331, T=2.077, P=.045) factors had weaker 
associations that were statistically significant. Other factors were not statistically 
significant even in a bi-variate analysis. 
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Table 14 
Single and Multiple Linear Regressions of Institutionalization Sum (N=34) 
Category Factor MLR  SLR  
  beta t beta t 
Demographic Age -.197 -1.105 -.149 -.889  
Education .198 1.026 -.092 -.546 
Organization 
factor  
Lead Agency .212 1.146 .364 2.279* 
Staff Leadership .056 .193 .335 2.106* 
Membership -.093 -.332 .194 1.168   
Coalition Structure .052 .181 .331 2.077* 
Coalition Processes .403 1.395 .383 2.381* 
Note. 1 Single Linear Regressions; 2 Multiple Linear Regression. 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
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CHAPTER V 
DISCUSSION 
 This study sought to examine coalition sustainability factors in Texas human 
trafficking coalitions through the lens of the Community Coalition Action Theory 
(Butterfoss & Kegler, 2012). Coalition sustainability factors were conceptualized through 
five groupings: lead agency effectiveness, staff and leadership effectiveness, membership 
engagement effectiveness, formalized coalition structures effectiveness, and formalized 
coalition processes effectiveness. Additionally, coalition sustainability was 
conceptualized through the coalition developmental stages proposed by the Community 
Coalition Action Theory (Butterfoss & Kegler, 2012). These stages include formation, 
implementation, maintenance, and institutionalization. Coalition sustainability was 
hypothesized to increase as a coalition progresses towards the institutionalization stage. 
Discussion of Major Findings  
Evaluation of Coalition Sustainability Factors 
 The Coalition Effectiveness Inventory (Coalitions Work, n.d.) addressed each of 
the five coalition sustainability factors individually. Discussions of these major findings 
within the context of each of the factors allows for a deeper understanding into the 
coalition sustainability factor and its impact on overall coalition sustainability.   
 Lead agency. The efficacy of the leadership, including the lead agency, was 
identified as a key factor to coalition sustainability within the literature (Butterfoss & 
Kegler, 2012; Kegler & Swan, 2012; Roussos & Fawcett, 2000). Descriptive statistics 
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examining the efficacy of the lead agency are represented in Table 3. Higher mean scores 
closer to a score of two are demonstrative of a higher level of efficacy for the items 
addressing the lead agency. Frequencies for a score of four also provides beneficial 
information as it identifies the level at which respondents are unaware of the presence of 
this coalition characteristic. In the examination of the lead agency’s effectiveness, the 
respondents assessed their lead agency to be highly effective. However, several items 
presented with high frequencies of respondents being unaware of the coalition 
characteristic, which will also need to be addressed by the lead agency.  
 Staff and leadership. As previously mentioned, the literature recognizes the 
leadership of the coalition as an important factor for coalition sustainability (Butterfoss & 
Kegler, 2012; Kegler & Swan, 2012; Roussos & Fawcett, 2000). The level of efficacy of 
the staff and leadership was examined through descriptive statistics in Table 4. Mean 
scores evaluating the effectiveness of the staff and leadership were also all high. In other 
words, the respondents found their coalition’s staff and leadership to be effective in the 
measured items. However, frequencies for respondents being unaware of the coalition 
characteristics were also high. Thus, while some respondents assessed their staff and 
leadership to be highly effective, other respondents were unable to adequately assess their 
level of efficacy.  
 Membership engagement. The level at which members engage within the 
coalition can hinder or foster coalition sustainability (Butterfoss & Kegler, 2012; Kegler 
& Swan, 2012). Descriptive statistics outlined in Table 5 address the perceived 
effectiveness of the member engagement within the sample of the coalitions. A majority 
of the items presented with higher means that fell closer to a score of two. This indicates 
that the respondents assessed their coalition’s member engagement to be effective. 
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However, several of the items presented with lower means closer to a score of one, which 
indicates that while the characteristic may be present, it may be lacking in some ways. As 
with the previous factors, several of the items also reported high frequencies of 
respondents being unaware of the coalition characteristic. In items that do have these 
higher unknown frequencies, it is also beneficial for the coalition to address this. 
 Formalized coalition structures. As noted in the literature, formalized coalition 
structures support coalition sustainability (Butterfoss & Kegler, 2012; Feinberg, 
Bontempo, & Greenberg, 2008; Gomez et al., 2005; Johnson, Collins, & Wandersman, 
2013). Table 6 examines the descriptive statistics for the respondents’ reported 
assessment of the level of efficacy of formalized coalition structures within their 
coalition. When looking at the mean scores for each of the items, a majority had means 
that fell closer to a score of two, which indicates that the characteristic is present and 
effective. However, several of the statements also reported lower means falling closer to 
a score of one. A score of one indicates that the coalition characteristic is present but 
limited. These items should be addressed to improve the formalized coalition structures. 
Moreover, a majority of the items also had high frequencies of respondents being 
unaware of the characteristic. This lack of knowledge and awareness should also be 
addressed in the further development of formalized coalition structures.  
 Formalized coalition processes. The final coalition sustainability factor 
identified within the literature as a factor that impacts coalition sustainability is 
formalized coalition processes (Butterfoss & Kegler, 2012; Feinberg, Bontempo, & 
Greenberg, 2008; Gomez et al., 2005; Johnson, Collins, & Wandersman, 2013). The level 
of efficacy of formalized coalition processes within the sample is examined in Table 7. In 
the respondents’ evaluation, four out of the eight items presented with higher means 
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falling closer to a score of two. This indicates that the respondents perceived the 
formalized coalition processes to be effective within these items. The additional four 
other items presented with lower means that fell closer to a score one, which indicates 
that the coalition characteristic is present, but lacking in some capacity. Finally, as with 
the previous four factors, several items examining formalized coalition processes 
reported high frequencies of respondents being unaware of the coalition characteristic. 
So, while some respondents evaluated the item to be effective within their coalition, some 
respondents were unable to adequately assess the coalition characteristic.  
Evaluation of Perceived Coalition Developmental Stages 
 The Community Coalition Action Theory (Butterfoss & Kegler, 2012) is utilized 
in this study to conceptualize overall coalition sustainability. As a coalition progresses 
through each of the four stages, ultimately aiming for the institutionalization stage, it is 
theorized to increase its overall coalition sustainability. Descriptive statistics were 
utilized to examine the characteristics comprising each developmental stage for the 
sample of coalitions. 
 Formation. Table 8 outlines the coalition characteristic statements for the 
formation stage of development. Each of the four items within this stage of development 
reported higher means closer to a score of two. This indicates that the coalitions included 
in this sample have implemented the items within the beginning stages of a coalition 
effectively. While some of the items presented with higher frequencies of respondents 
being unaware of the coalition characteristics within the formation stage, the overall 
assessment is that the five coalitions represented in this sample have effectively 
progressed through this stage of development.  
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 Implementation. Descriptive statistics for the items comprising the 
implementation stage of coalition development are presented in Table 9. Two out of the 
four items presented with higher means closer to a score of two, while the other two 
items addressing the implementation stage fell closer to a score of one. Therefore, while 
some of the items within this stage were reported to be effectively implemented, other 
items are present, but may be lacking in some capacity. Moreover, all four items within 
this developmental stage had high frequencies of respondents being unware of the 
coalition characteristic. Respondents who are unaware of these items cannot adequately 
assess the stage in which their coalition falls.  
 Maintenance. Table 10 addresses the items that conceptualize the maintenance 
stage of coalition development. Within the seven items that measure this developmental 
stage, six reported higher means falling closer towards a score of two. This indicates that 
respondents evaluated a majority of the coalition characteristics within the maintenance 
stage as being effectively implemented. As with the previous developmental stages, 
several of the items reported high frequencies of respondents being unaware of the 
coalition characteristic. This, again, impedes respondents from adequately evaluating the 
stage in which their coalition falls.  
 Institutionalization. Finally, the institutionalization stage of development is 
analyzed through descriptive statistics in Table 11. This stage is theorized to be the 
highest level of coalition sustainability. Six items conceptualized this developmental 
stage. Four out of the six items reported higher means falling closer to a score of two, 
which indicates that the coalition characteristic is present within this developmental 
stage. The additional two other statements reported lower means closer to a score of one. 
This indicates that the characteristic is present but may be lacking in some ways. Several 
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of the statements, including “long-term funding obtained,” reported high frequencies of 
respondents being unaware of the coalition characteristic. The lack of knowledge for 
these items inhibits respondents from adequately assessing the stage in which their 
coalition falls. 
 Perceived stage of development. After assessing the coalition sustainability 
factors and developmental stages, respondents placed their coalition into the stage in 
which they believed their coalition to be in. As seen in Table 12, the majority of 
respondents placed their coalitions within the implementation and maintenance stages of 
coalition development. Interestingly, some respondents placed their coalition within the 
institutionalization stage. However, when examining the descriptive statistics of the items 
in the developmental stage assessment, this does not appear to align with this perceived 
stage of development.  
Coalition Sustainability Factors Impact on Coalition Sustainability 
The results of hypothesis testing using a multiple linear regression show that the 
data from this study did not support the effect of coalition sustainability factors. This 
regression model examined the impact of each coalition sustainability factors on coalition 
sustainability while the complicated relationships of the other factors were taken into 
consideration.  
Because these results can be attributed to a small sample size, the researcher 
conducted further analyses using single linear regressions so that additional information 
may provide useful insights for practice and further research. A single linear regression 
examines the impact of each coalition sustainability factor on coalition sustainability 
without considering the impact of other factors. Through single linear regressions, four 
out of the five coalition sustainability factors were found to be statistically significant in 
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their relationship with overall coalition sustainability. In this study, lead agency 
effectiveness, staff and leadership effectiveness, formalized coalition structures, and 
formalized coalition processes positively impacted coalition sustainability. In other 
words, as the level of efficacy in these coalition sustainability factors increased, the 
overall level of coalition sustainability also increased. Although the statistically 
significant impact of the individual factor could include the impact of other factors, these 
results imply the relative importance of the factors. 
Implications of Findings 
In order to analyze the data, an exploratory, descriptive analysis was run to 
identify the level of effectiveness of each of the identified five coalition sustainability 
factors. Further descriptive analysis of the data examined the perceived coalition 
developmental stage for each of the Texas human trafficking coalitions. Finally, single 
and multiple linear regressions were utilized to assess the relationship between the 
identified coalition sustainability factors and the perceived coalition developmental stage. 
Hypotheses suggested that higher levels of efficacy within the coalition sustainability 
factors increases the coalitions’ overall sustainability.  
 Despite literature that supports these hypotheses (Butterfoss, Lachance, & Orians, 
2006; Butterfoss & Kegler, 2012; Roussos & Fawcett, 2000), the scope of the 
implications of this research is limited due to the small sample size represented within the 
study. Significance within the study is also limited to only a few factors. If this study was 
able to obtain a larger sample size, including a more diverse set of coalitions, stronger 
relationships between the factors and overall sustainability may have been observed.   
 Based on the above findings and discussion, it is recommended that the coalitions 
represented in this sample address several areas in which coalition development is in 
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need of improvement. These implications are drawn from the individual items that were 
used to measure the effectiveness of each of the five factors. Further implications were 
also drawn based on the researcher’s experiences with coalition development. Broader 
implications may also be generalized to the additional human trafficking coalitions in 
Texas. However, further implications cannot be generalized due to several limitations 
within this study. 
Lead Agency 
 Overall, the lead agencies within this sample were evaluated highly by the 
respondents. However, several recommendations for further development can be made. 
Primary recommendations center around the need for the lead agency to effectively 
communicate with the leadership, staff, and members. The need for communication is 
evident for the lead agencies’ commitment of personal and financial resources to the 
coalition and the lead agencies’ replacement of agency representatives as needed, which 
is where high frequencies of respondents were unaware of the coalition characteristics. 
As identified in the literature, transparent communication and decision making are 
pertinent to the effective collaboration and functioning of a coalition (Kegler & Swan, 
2012). The leadership, in this case, the lead agency, is encouraged to cultivate an 
environment that supports the active participation of coalition members in the decision-
making process. In order to do this, the leadership needs to establish a communication 
network and system that adequately informs coalition members of important decisions, 
resources, and coalition structures and processes. For example, this can be achieved 
through regular email updates, announcements on the coalition at coalition meetings, and 
social media updates for other important news. The ability to carry out communication 
initiatives further strengthens coalition sustainability efforts (Kegler et al., 2010). 
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Staff and Leadership 
 As with the lead agency, the staff and leadership were evaluated highly by the 
respondents. However, several recommendations can be made to improve the 
effectiveness of their leadership. The staff and leadership of the coalitions within this 
sample should insure they provide continuing education and training for their members. 
While the Coalition Effectiveness Inventory (Coalitions Work, n.d.) does not address 
specifically what this education and training may include, the staff and leadership may 
provide educational trainings on the coalition and their processes, on specific human-
trafficking related issues, or other beneficial information to the work of the coalition. 
This is also recognized within the literature as an important factor in facilitating coalition 
sustainability (Kegler & Swan, 2012; Florin et al., 2000). Furthermore, staff and 
leadership should seek out opportunities to increase their competency in negotiating, 
solving problems, resolving conflicts, and garnering resources. Unless staff and 
leadership possess the knowledge in these areas, they cannot effectively implement 
strategies within the coalition. Many of these skills can be developed within the practice 
setting; however, additional continuing education resources may be beneficial for the 
staff and leadership.  
Membership Engagement 
 Membership engagement is the area in which many of the coalitions represented 
in this sample need the most improvement. Based on the evaluations from the 
respondents, members were unsure of how their role within the coalition is defined. It is 
necessary for the lead agency, staff, and/or leadership that oversee the coalition provide 
these clearly defined roles to the membership, as well as involve them in the defining 
process. The Coalition Effectiveness Inventory (Coalitions Work, n.d.) highlights that 
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these things are most beneficial to the members of the coalition when they are outlined in 
writing. The lead agency, staff, and leadership should also provide opportunities to the 
membership to plan, implement, and evaluate activities within the coalition. Not only is 
interagency collaboration key among coalitions, but also collaboration amongst the 
different roles within the coalition. Through these initiatives, the membership would also 
be able to assume lead responsibilities for these tasks and share the workload. Member 
engagement and collaboration are highlighted in the literature as key components to the 
workings and sustainability of a coalition (Butterfoss & Kegler, 2012; Himmelman, 
2001). 
Formalized Coalition Structures  
 As with membership engagement, many of the coalitions represented in this 
sample need to address areas within their formalized coalition structures. When 
establishing formalized coalition structures, it is key to outline the bylaws, rules, goals, 
objectives, mission statement, and job descriptions in writing. As noted previously, the 
Coalition Effectiveness Inventory (Coalitions Work, n.d.) emphasizes the written 
component of these structures. This not only allows new members the resources to 
understand the overarching work of the coalition, but also guides coalition tasks and 
decisions. Similarly, the coalition should also provide a detailed organizational chart so 
that roles within the coalition are well defined. Finally, it is recommended that coalitions 
develop task forces and subcommittees to target sector specific needs in addressing the 
coalition’s social justice initiative. Within the context of anti-human trafficking 
coalitions, task forces and subcommittees may be broken down into each of the sectors 
represented within the coalition, like medical, law enforcement, and mental health 
sectors. 
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Formalized Coalition Processes 
 Finally, implications for the formalized coalition processes may be drawn from 
the respondents’ evaluations. The lead agency, staff, and leadership need to employ 
methods to assure members are completing tasks on time through accountability to those 
overseeing these members. It is also necessary that new members are oriented into the 
coalition so that they may adequately integrate into the collaboration. This may be done 
through providing them with the written mission statement, coalition role descriptions, 
and organizational chart for the coalition. It may also include providing them with 
adequate education on human trafficking. Further development is needed to establish 
mechanisms for decision making, problem solving, and conflict resolution. This also 
includes employing initiatives to evaluate methods and conduct regular action planning 
sessions. These evaluations provide feedback on the initiatives of the coalition and allow 
for further improvements and development of the coalition to take place (Butterfoss & 
Kegler, 2012). As noted within the literature, research highly encourages coalitions to 
dedicate time to sustainability planning and strategy (Butterfoss & Kegler, 2012; 
Feinberg, Bontempo, & Greenberg, 2008; Gomez et al., 2005; Johnson, Collins, & 
Wandersman, 2013). These formalized structures and processes guide the coalition in 
their work and provide the foundation for collaborations and community change. 
Limitations of Findings 
 While implications may be drawn from this study for human trafficking coalitions 
in Texas, broader, generalized implications are prevented by several limitations. The 
primary limitation within this study is the small sample size. Due to time constraints, the 
researcher was only able to collect data for one month. As a result, the sample size was 
fewer than 50 respondents and fewer than 10 coalitions. It is likely that this sample is not 
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representative for both the respondents that meet the population criteria, as well as the 
human trafficking coalitions within the state. Moreover, there is a general lack of 
diversity within the sample. The majority of respondents where educated, non-Hispanic 
white, middle-aged females. These demographics may skew the perceptions of the 
respondents. There were also only five coalitions represented within the sample, which is 
a small sample out of the seventeen coalitions presently within the state.  
Implications for Further Research 
 The researcher suggests further research be conducted to evaluate coalition 
sustainability factors on overall coalition sustainability. It would be beneficial to utilize a 
standardized scale in this evaluation, which was not included as a part of the 
methodology of this study. A larger time frame to conduct this evaluation may also prove 
beneficial to increase the response rate to the evaluation. A larger, representative sample 
would provide the opportunity to draw more generalized conclusions for coalition 
development and sustainability.  
Conclusion 
 Coalition sustainability factors and overall coalition sustainability were 
conceptualized in this study through the Community Coalition Action Theory. Further 
research is needed to adequately assess the impact of coalition sustainability factors on 
overall coalition sustainability. The greatest limitations for this study relate to the small 
sample size, the lack of diversity within the sample, and the decision to not use a 
standardized scale in the evaluation methods. Despite these limitations, implications for 
the improvement of the efficacy of the lead agency, staff and leadership, membership 
engagement, formalized coalition structures, and formalized coalition processes within 
Texas based human trafficking coalitions were drawn. These implications, if they were to 
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be implemented, would allow these coalitions to progress through the coalition 
developmental stages and increase their overall coalition sustainability.  
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